Appl. No. 10/678,013 

Amdt. dated November 5, 2004 

Reply to Office Action of September 17, 2004 

REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

This Amendment and Response to the Office Action is submitted in response to the 
outstanding Office Action mailed September 17, 2004. Claims 35-73 are pending in the above- 
referenced application. In the Office Action, the Examiner rejected claims 38 and 39 under 35 
U.S.C. § 112, second paragraph. The Examiner rejected claims 35-53, 62-64, 67-69, and 71-73 
under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b). The Examiner also rejected claims 54, 56-61, and 65-66 under 35 
U.S.C. § 103(a). Claims 55 and 70 were objected to as being dependent from rejected base 
claims. 

By this paper, claims 35-39, 41-42, 48, 54, 61-63, and 68 have been amended to more 
particularly claim and distinctly point out the subject matter of the invention. Claim 70 has been 
canceled. In view of these amendments and the following remarks, reconsideration and 
allowance of claims 35-69 and 71-73 are respectfully requested. 

REJECTION OF CLAIMS 38 AND 39 UNDER 35 U.S.C. §112. SECOND PARAGRAPH 

The Examiner rejected claims 38 and 39 under 35 U.S.C. § 112, second paragraph for 
indefiniteness. Claims 38 and 39 have been amended to particularly point out and distinctly 
claim the invention. Therefore, Applicants respectfully request that this rejection be withdrawn. 

REJECTION OF CLAIMS 35-37, 40-42, AND 45-47 UNDER 35 U.S.C. SI 02(b) 

In the Office Action, the Examiner rejected claims 35-37, 40-42, and 45-47 under 35 
U.S.C. § 102(b) as being anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 5,378,025 to Szabo (hereinafter, 
"Szabo"). This rejection is respectfully traversed. 

Independent claims 35 and 41 have been amended to include the limitation "tube end of 
the conduit." Because claims 36, 37, and 40 depend from claim 35 and claims 42 and 45-47 
depend from claim 41, claims 36, 37, 40, 42, and 45-47 also include this limitation. Support for 
this limitation can be found in the Figures 2 and 7 and the specification at page 8, lines 14-21; 
pages 29, lines 6-10; page 30, line 1-page 31, line 2; and page 34, lines 12-18. As is clear from 
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the specification and Figures, a tube end of the conduit is defined as a cylinder that has a smooth 
outer surface without grooves, flanges, or annular beads. 

"A claim is anticipated only if each and every element as set forth in the claim is found, 
either expressly or inherently described, in a single prior art reference." M.P.E.P. § 2131 (Aug. 
2001) (quoting Verdegaal Bros. v. Union Oil Co. of California, 814 F.2d 628, 631, 2 USPQ2d 
1051, 1053 (Fed. Cir. 1987)). "The identical invention must be shown in as complete detail as is 
contained in the . . . claim." Id. (quoting Richardson v. Suzuki Motor Co., 868 F.2d 1226, 1236, 
9 USPQ2d 1913, 1920 (Fed. Cir. 1989)). In addition, "the reference must be enabling and 
describe the applicant's claimed invention sufficiently to have placed it in possession of a person 
of ordinary skill in the field of the invention." In re Paulsen, 30 F.3d 1475, 1479, 31 USPQ2d 
1671, 1673 (Fed. Cir. 1994). 

Szabo is directed toward "a quick-type connector having a unique integral release means 
which enables separation of a male member or conduit from a retainer mounted in a bore in a 
female connector part of the quick-type connector." Szabo col. 2, lines 6-10. Each and every 
male member or conduit described in Szabo includes "a radially expanded flange on the male 
member or conduit." Szabo col. 2, lines 8-31. See also Szabo col. 1, lines 29-37; col. 3, lines 
47-54; col. 5, lines 40-50; col. 5, line 66-col. 6, line 7; Figures 4, 5, and 6; and the abstract. 
Szabo only teaches a coupling for gripping "a radially expanded flange on the male member or 
conduit." Id. Szabo does not teach or suggest a coupling for gripping a tube end of a conduit as 
set forth in in the specification of the application. 

Therefore, Szabo does not anticipate claims 35-37, 40-42, and 45-47. Applicants 
respectfully request withdrawal of this rejection. 

REJECTION OF CLAIMS 35-36. 38-53, 62-63, AND 67 UNDER 35 U.S.C. SI 02(b) 

In the Office Action, the Examiner rejected claims 35-36, 38-53, 62-63, and 67 under 35 
U.S.C. § 102(b) as being anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 5,219,188 to Abe et. al. (hereinafter 
"Abe"). As noted above, M.P.E.P. § 2131 provides that a "claim is anticipated only if each and 
every element as set forth in the claim is found, either expressly or inherently described, in a 
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single prior art reference." Abe does not disclose each and every element as set forth in the 
claims and therefore, does not anticipate claims 35-36, 38-53, 62-63, and 67. 

Independent claims 35, 41, 48 and 62 have been amended to include the limitation "tube 
end of the conduit." Because claims 36 and 38-40 depend from claim 35, claims 42-47 depend 
from claim 41, claims 49-53 depend from claim 48, and claims 63-64 and 67 depend from claim 
62, claims 36, 38-40, 42-47, 49-53, 63-64, and 67 also include this limitation. As noted above 
and is clear from the application, a tube end of the conduit is defined as a cylinder that has a 
smooth outer surface without grooves, flanges, or annular beads. 

Conversely, Abe discloses connecting a "male member having a flange-like projection at 
its external periphery to the female member having a retainer at its internal periphery for locking 
the flange-like projection on the male member ...." Abe col. 1, lines 41-44. See also Abe col. 1, 
lines 12-19; col. 2, lines 45-58; col. 3, lines 33-38; col. 3, lines 50-54; col. 3, lines 63-67; col. 4, 
lines 10-16; col. 4, lines 33-38; col. 4, lines 47-61; col. 5, lines 29-32; col. 5, lines 46-50; col. 5, 
line 64-col. 6, line 4; and col. 6, lines 9-20. Nowhere does Abe disclose a coupling for gripping 
a tube end of a conduit as set forth in the specification of the application. Abe only teaches "a 
construction for preventing incomplete connection of pipes which connects the male member 
having a flange-like projection at its external periphery to the female member Abe abstract. 

Because Abe does not disclose a coupling for gripping a tube end of a conduit, Abe does 
not anticipate claims 35-36, 38-53, 62-63, and 67. Therefore, Applicants respectfully request the 
withdrawal of this rejection. 

REJECTION OF CLAIMS 68-69 and 71-73 UNDER 35 U.S.C. §1020^ 

In the Office Action, the Examiner rejected claim 68-69 and 71-73 under 35 U.S.C. § 
102(b) as being anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 991,501 to Graves (hereinafter "Graves"). As 
noted above, M.P.E.P. § 2131 provides that a "claim is anticipated only if each and every 
element as set forth in the claim is found, either expressly or inherently described, in a single 
prior art reference." 

Independent claim 68 has been amended to include the limitation, "one of the first and 
second couplings comprises a release mechanism slidable with respect to the corresponding body 
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to induce the gripping mechanism to release the end of the conduit" from claim 70. The 
Examiner noted in the Office Action that claim 70 is "allowable if rewritten in independent 
form." Office Action page 13, ^[1 1. Hence, claim 68, as amended, is allowable. Because claims 
69 and 71-73 depend from claim 68, claims 69 and 71-73 now include this element. Therefore, 
claims 68-69 and 71-73, as amended, is allowable and withdrawal of this rejection is respectfully 
requested. 

REJECTION OF CLAIMS 54, 56-58, AND 60 UNDER 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 

The Examiner rejected claims 54, 56-58, and 60 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Abe in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,550,815 to Zitkowie et. al. (hereinafter 
"Zitkowie"). Applicants respectfully assert that the Examiner has not established a prima facie 
case of obviousness. A prima facie case of obviousness is established only if the Examiner 
shows that (1) there is some teaching, suggestion, or motivation, either in the reference itself or 
in the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art, to modify the reference; 
(2) there is a reasonable expectation of success; and (3) the prior art teaches or suggests all of the 
claim limitations. See id. 

Independent claim 54 has been amended to include the limitation "tube end of the 
conduit." Because claims 56-58 and 60 depend from claim 54, claims 56-58 and 60 also include 
this limitation. As noted above, a tube end of the conduit is defined as a cylinder that has a 
smooth outer surface without grooves, flanges, or annular beads. 

Neither Abe nor Zitkowie teach or suggest a coupling for gripping a tube end of a 
conduit. More specifically, Abe, as noted above, only teaches connecting a "male member 
having a flange-like projection at its external periphery to the female member having a retainer at 
its internal periphery for locking the flange-like projection on the male member ..." Abe col. 1, 
lines 41-44. Similarly, Zitkowie teaches a quick connect for coupling to a conduit "having a tip 
end and an annular, enlarged bead or flange spaced from the tip end." Zitkowie col. 3, lines 47- 
52. Zitkowie also teaches the use of an "end form ... formed with barbs for secure attachment to 
a hose or conduit." Zitkowie col. 3, lines 53-54. However, Zitkowie fails to teach a coupling for 
gripping a tube end of a conduit as set forth in the application and therefore, claims 54, 56-58, 
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and 60 are patentable over Abe in view of Zitkowie. Therefore, Applicants respectfully request 
the withdrawal of this rejection. 

REJECTION OF CLAIMS 65 AND 66 UNDER 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 

The Examiner rejected claims 65 and 66 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Abe. To establish prima facie obviousness of a claimed invention, all the claim limitations 
must be taught or suggested by the prior art. MPEP §2143.03. As noted above, Abe does not 
disclose, teach, or suggest each and every element of independent claim 62 from which claims 
65 and 66 depend. Therefore, claims 65 and 66 are allowable and patentable over Abe. 

Applicant respectfully requests that a timely Notice of Allowance be issued in this case. 
If there are any remaining issues preventing allowance of the pending claims that may be 
clarified by telephone, the Examiner is requested to call the undersigned. 


Date: November 5, 2004 

MADSON & METCALF 
Gateway Tower West 
15 West South Temple, Suite 900 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84101 
Telephone: 801/537-1700 


Respectfully submitted, 
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